Tolerance toward Immigrants as a Dimension of Cosmopolitanism: Explaining Attitudes toward Immigrants in Houston
Immigration and race and ethnicity scholars have been interested in investigating what -and why-several social characteristics and trends significantly influence attitudes toward immigrants in receiving societies. Haubert and Fussell (2006) explained nationallevel pro-immigrant sentiment in the U.S. using cosmopolitanism as a competing perspective of threat frameworks. They conceptualized cosmopolitanism following new class theory (e.g., Gouldner 1979) , which explains the rise of a new class of liberal knowledge workers who have a distinctive cultural orientation that assess traditional conventions in more critical ways. New class members have sociocultural resources to develop positive attitudes toward foreigners, and gain prestige among their peers by proving that they are tolerant and nonracist. Although Haubert and Fussell (2006) acknowledged identification of new class members as an analytic problem, they relied on consensus among new class scholars, who suggested that membership is determined by occupation and education. Accordingly, they operationalized cosmopolitanism with white-collar occupation and college or higher educational attainment, as well as with other characteristics attributed to new class members: liberal political ideology, having lived abroad, and rejection of ethnocentrism.
In this study, I relax the theoretical assumption of a new class boundary in order to alternatively explain tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism in receiving societies. Cosmopolitanism is not merely an orientation toward the appreciation of foreign cultures in contrast with the solely local interests of parochial residents (see Merton [1949 Merton [ ] 1968 . Instead, I explain cosmopolitanism as a construct that encompass several dimensions -ideals, actions, dispositions, and beliefs that favor transnationalism and inclusiveness-in settings where individuals are indeed able to appreciate foreign cultures.
Tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism represents a necessary but not sufficient characteristic of cosmopolitanism in established destinations. I argue that attitudes toward immigrants are particularly different in metropolitan areas with a significant ethnically/racially diverse presence of immigrants who embody and perform foreign cultures. In these cities, tolerance toward immigrants is not only influenced by the growing presence of immigrants and their descendants, but also by how their inhabitants -U.S.-born individuals and immigrants-have gradually been accepting this complex diversity as normal influenced by individual and environmental characteristics.
Using this alternative perspective, I analyze attitudes toward immigrants in Houston.
Due to its complex, maybe unique ethnic diversity brought about by immigration, Houston serves as a genuine laboratory for sociological research on attitudes toward immigrants and cosmopolitanism. To begin with, I examine whether multicultural contexts, captured by the proportion of immigrants in communities, are directly associated with tolerance toward immigrants. In this way, I test the main argument suggested below: in metropolitan areas characterized by a complex ethno-racial diversity such as Houston, the more multicultural the context is, the greater the tolerance toward immigrants will be. Then, I relax the assumption of a new class boundary by examining whether non-white-collar workers and poorly educated individuals could have developed favorable attitudes toward immigrants.
IMMIGRANTS AS A THREAT
Prejudice against minorities refers to the pervasiveness of antipathetic attitudes toward ethnic populations that are normally supported by stereotypes (Quillian 2006; Allport [1954 Allport [ ] 1958 . Attitudes toward minorities have been extensively explained by threat theories, which posit that ethnic and racial prejudice is the consequence of the fear that subordinate ethnic populations represent for the average mainstream citizen, who is commonly depicted as a member of the dominant race. Threat frameworks have offered several individual-and contextual-level explanations of prejudice that are complementary, rather than mutually exclusive or contradictory. Individual-level threat is caused by socioeconomic competition or by sociocultural differences that are reinforced by learned, unchallenged stereotypes (Bobo and Hutchings 1996) . Group threat explanations emphasize that the collective identity, the resources, and the prerogatives of the dominant group are challenged by the growing presence of other ethnicities (Quillian 1996; Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Blumer 1958) . Perceptions of threat are collectively defined either as abstract moralistic resentments (symbolic racism) or as a threat to real resources (realistic conflict) that cannot be reduced to individual-level threat (Bobo 1983 ).
The empirical analysis of group threat is founded on the power-threat hypothesis, thoroughly developed by Blalock (1967) , which suggests that the larger the size of the minority group, the greater the threat to the majority group will be. Blalock (1967) emphasized that a larger size of the minority group could increase competition for resources as well as the potential for political mobilization against the dominant group. Several studies present evidence of the national-level positive association between the proportion of African-Americans in contextual environments and whites' anti-black prejudice (Taylor and Mateyka 2011; Dixon 2006; Quillian 1996) . In contrast, Dixon (2006) found no nationallevel evidence of a significant association between the proportion of Latinos in counties and whites' anti-Latino prejudice.
Threat frameworks are also used to explain attitudes toward immigrants (Kunovich 2013; Hawley 2011; Ayers et al. 2009; Espenshade and Hempstead 1996; Espenshade and Calhoun 1993) . Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) found that sociocultural and economic sources of threat (cultural affinity, labor market competition, utilitarian realistic conflict) influenced a preference for lower levels of immigration at the national level. They found that Latinos were not significantly more inclined to accept higher levels of immigration compared with whites, and pointed to the cultural divide between Mexican-Americans and Mexicans and other ethnic differences among Latinos as possible causes of the lack of cultural affinity. This finding contrasts with the metropolitan-level differences in attitudes toward illegal immigration between Hispanics and non-Hispanics found by Espenshade and Calhoun (1993) .
Moreover, Hood and Morris (1997) found no national-level evidence of a direct association between the presence of Hispanics (percentage in counties) and Anglos' views about immigration. However, Ayers et al. (2009) found metropolitan-level evidence of the negative impact of percentage of Latino in census tracts on Anglos' support for amnesty to undocumented immigrants and Anglos' support for legal immigration. They also found that Anglo aversion to Latinos has a negative effect on Anglos' support for legal and Mexican immigration. Based on this evidence, Ayers et al. (2009) explained whites' negative attitudes toward immigration as a problem caused by racial resentments.
Studies that examined contextual effects on national-level attitudes toward immigration suggest that individuals who live closer to larger proportions of foreign-born individuals are not necessarily more prejudiced against immigrants. Hopkins (2010) found evidence to support his politicized places hypothesis. Individuals who neighbor large proportions of immigrants (in counties and zip codes) are not consistently more prejudiced against immigrants unless they experience unexpected changes in local demographics while political discourses against immigration have significant media coverage. Hawley (2011) also found that the contextual effect of percentage foreign-born in counties did not have a significant impact on the support of immigration restrictions. However, the impact of the interaction of being Republican and percentage foreign-born on the support was positive and significant. Republicans are more likely to support immigration restrictions when their community has a sizable immigrant population.
THREAT VERSUS COSMOPOLITANISM
I define cosmopolitanism as a multidimensional construct that encompasses progressive actions and beliefs, as well as humanistic ideals of ethnic inclusiveness and transnational integration that influence several norms in a society (Kendall, Woodward, and Skrbis 2009) . Some of its dimensions can be differentiated from more abstract components as attitudes and behaviors that can be empirically measured and examined (Beck and Sznaider 2006; Mau, Mewes, and Zimmermann 2008; Woodward, Skrbis, and Bean 2008) .
For instance, Mau et al. (2008) identified attitudinal dimensions of cosmopolitanism in Germany such as the acknowledgment of the increasing interconnectedness between local and global communities, and the local celebration of difference, diversity, and hybridity.
These dimensions correspond to latent dispositions toward openness to foreign cultures that exist in a particular society. From this perspective, tolerance toward immigrants represents an attitudinal dimension of cosmopolitanism in receiving societies.
I argue that tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism should be distinguished from general ethnic tolerance toward immigrants because the former chiefly exists in areas with a high level of urbanization. A cosmopolitan setting is characterized by the local organization of cultural plurality rather than by the normal replication of traditional uniformity (Hannerz 1990) . The complexity and relevance of cultural plurality is greater in metropolitan areas, where the presence of immigrants has been notably greater over time compared with non-metropolitan areas (see Figure 1a) . Tolerance toward immigrants in non-metropolitan areas is only associated with the local presence of foreign diversity, which may be scarce or not as complex as the diversity found in urban areas. An example could be tolerance toward immigrants in a small U.S. town with an overwhelmingly presence of Mexican immigrants. Local individuals could have learned to tolerate Mexicans and their descendants in this town, but they are not necessarily disposed to welcome other foreigners.
In contrast, individuals who live in metropolitan areas become familiar with a visible, more ethnically diverse foreign presence that allows them to better appreciate the benefits of cultural plurality. This foreign presence is not only composed of the stock of "international elements" present in a society, but also of "its flow in and around it that enables individuals and ideas to circulate throughout urban society" (Savitch 2010: 43) . Therefore, tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism is defined as the consequence of overcoming perceptions of immigrants as a threat by the development of a disposition toward the acceptance of foreigners as locals in metropolitan areas. This disposition represents a necessary but not sufficient characteristic of cosmopolitanism keeping in mind that cosmopolitanism is also composed of other dimensions (Mau et al. 2008) . Haubert and Fussell (2006) found that white-collar workers and individuals with a college degree or more were indeed more tolerant toward immigrants. Immigrants with access to legal status may not necessarily empathize with undocumented immigrants. Immigrants also may be prejudiced against immigrants and U.S.-born individuals of other ethnicities (Roth and Kim 2013) . Similarly, local Hispanics may feel threatened by the growing presence of immigrant Hispanics because the latter could be directly competing against the former in the labor market, or because the former could be prejudiced against Hispanics of other countries or ethnicities (Rodriguez 1987 ). **FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE**
Conceptual Caveats

Tolerance toward Immigrants beyond Public Opinion: Education and Cosmopolitanism
Education has a positive impact on favorable attitudes toward immigration according to national-level studies (Kunovich 2013; Hawley 2011; Hopkins 2010; Haubert and Fussell 2006) , metropolitan-level studies (O'Neil and Tienda 2010; Ayers et al. 2009; Espenshade and Calhoun 1993) , and studies in other developed countries (Borgonovi 2012; Mau et al. 2008 ). However, the role of education is unclear with respect to "the exact pathways through which education operates" and to "what educators and policy makers could do to enhance the role of education in promoting (…) social cohesion" (Borgonovi 2012: 163) . It has been commonly assumed that education offers greater exposure to individuals with different racial/ethnic backgrounds, contributes to inhibit the manifestation of prejudice, and provides knowledge that counteracts the fear caused by strangers (Schaefer 1996) . The relevance of the content of schooling is highlighted by Quillian (1996) , who points out the role of social science courses in education by suggesting that the effect of education have evolved over birth cohorts as the social sciences became more prominent, especially in college and possibly at the school level. This interpretation is consistent with the significant, negative effects of birth year, education, and their interaction on prejudice against AfricanAmericans in his analysis.
Nevertheless, Jackman and Muha (1984) cast doubt on the significance of the positive effect of education on tolerance by arguing that the abstract democratic principles of the well-educated individual are superficial. Educated individuals better learn to avoid expressing intolerant views, but they may not behave differently with respect to less educated individuals. From this perspective, educational institutions provide the intellectual training to offer socially appropriate, politically correct opinions -ideological sophisticationrather than moral concern, and inculcate a mainstream ideology that legitimizes values and norms that mainly benefit dominant groups (Schaefer 1996; Carnoy 1989 ).
Consequently, tolerance toward immigrants should not be understood as the result of a highly analytic/moral stance. Individuals who have developed attitudes of tolerance toward immigrants may not distinguish several stereotypes of immigrants or understand their relevance as determinants of prejudice. Moreover, tolerance toward immigrants should not be unequivocally interpreted as the appreciation of immigrants. Individuals who have developed attitudes of tolerance toward immigrants do not necessarily behave in ways that reflect their appreciation of immigrants. Although tolerance toward immigrants is merely a disposition toward the acceptance of immigrants in a society, it may precede lower levels of discrimination and higher levels of integration by the promotion of diversity as a value that constrains the proliferation of prejudice to a certain extent. In other words, tolerance toward immigrants is, beyond a reflection of public opinion, a cultural resource (Swidler 1986 ) that helps individuals to behave more tolerantly.
As the foundation of cosmopolitanism (a necessary but not sufficient characteristic of cosmopolitanism), tolerance toward immigrants is a cultural resource that should be officially fostered in multicultural societies. Education should inculcate this resource, at minimum, because of its value as pragmatic knowledge that allows individuals to productively engage with foreign people in multicultural realms (Weenink 2008) . This resource should be useful for successfully dealing with the forthcoming ethno-racial complexity in the U.S. (Lichter 2013 ); a complexity that already characterizes Houston as a receiving society.
ATTITUDES TOWARD IMMIGRANTS IN HOUSTON
Houston is ranked as the fourth largest city in the U.S. This metropolitan area stands out as a prosperous world oil-technology distribution center with corporate organizations that participate in national and global networks, and that are characterized by well-established international ties (Feagin 1985) . Due to the strength and stability of Houston's economic activity, this city is attractive for companies as well as for individuals who come from other states as well as from different countries (see Badenhausen 2012; Fry and Taylor 2012) . The great ethnic diversity represented by Middle Eastern, Asian, Latino, and African expat professionals and their descendants is conspicuous for white-collar workers at work, and for everybody else, in several public spaces (Perrottet 2013) . 
Research Questions
I intend to contextualize this analysis in Houston by answering the first three questions, which explore relevant characteristics in the literature of attitudes toward immigrants. Question 4 is central to the main argument in this study: in metropolitan areas characterized by a complex ethno-racial diversity, the more multicultural the context is, the greater the tolerance toward immigrants will be. Questions 5 and 6 serve to relax the theoretical assumption of a new class boundary. Haubert and Fussell (2006) found that, at the national level, there is neither an outstandingly positive nor negative perception of immigrants. I investigate whether this balanced perception of immigrants also exists in a metropolitan area with a complex and influential presence of foreigners, and with a significant presence of Latinos.
Are individuals in Houston, on average, tolerant toward immigrants?
Are younger individuals more tolerant toward immigrants?
I expect that younger individuals are more tolerant toward immigrants (Hawley 2011; Espenshade and Calhoun 1993) .
However, the effect of age on attitudes toward immigrants may not be significant (Haubert and Fussell 2006; Espenshade and Hempstead 1996) .
Are Hispanics more tolerant toward immigrants than non-Hispanics?
In Houston, Anglos' sentiments toward Hispanics are not favorable (Lewis, Emerson, and Klineberg 2011) .
Moreover, perceived threat explains why the feelings of African-Americans with lower socioeconomic status toward immigrants tend to be negative, which contrast with the overall positive feelings toward immigrants of Hispanics in Houston (Rodriguez and Mindiola 2011) . Therefore, I expect that Hispanics are more tolerant toward immigrants than non-Hispanics. However, it is possible that Hispanics are not necessarily more tolerant toward immigrants than non-Hispanics due to ethnic differences within the Hispanic population (Espenshade and Hempstead 1996) .
Is the proportion of immigrants in communities directly associated with tolerance toward immigrants? I
expect that the proportion of immigrants in communities is not significantly associated with attitudes toward immigrants (Hawley 2011; Hopkins 2010) . However, I investigate whether this association is different in Houston.
Are white-collar workers more tolerant toward immigrants than non-white-collar workers? I expect
that white-collar workers are more tolerant toward immigrants than non-white-collar workers (Haubert and Fussell 2006) . However, I investigate whether this association is different in Houston.
Is educational attainment directly associated with tolerance toward immigrants? I expect that
educational attainment is positively associated with tolerance toward immigrants (Hawley 2011; Hopkins 2010; Haubert and Fussell 2006) . However, I investigate whether this association is different in Houston.
DATA AND METHODS
The data used in this analysis below come from the 2012 round of the Houston Area Survey (HAS), an annual telephone survey of public opinion that began in 1982, and that is currently conducted by the Kinder Institute for Urban Research at Rice University (Klineberg 2013) . Beginning with the 2012 survey, the HAS included respondents from all the counties that define the Houston metropolitan area.
1 Respondents are annually selected through a two-stage random-digit-dialing procedure aiming to ensure that every adult living in a household with a telephone (either landline or cellular phone) has an equal probability of being interviewed. In each accessed household, the respondent is randomly selected from all members aged 18 or older. Table 1 below). These questions are: (1) What about granting illegal immigrants in the U.S. a path to legal citizenship? (2) What about allowing the children of undocumented immigrants who have graduated from college or served in the military to be granted permanent residency and the opportunity to become U.S. citizens? (3) We should take action to reduce the number of immigrants coming to America. (4) Do you think that the increasing ethnic diversity in Houston will eventually become a source of great strength for the city or a growing problem for the city?
(5) Large numbers of undocumented immigrants have been coming to Houston in recent years. How much of a problem do you think this is for the city? (6) Do immigrants/undocumented immigrants generally take more from the American economy than they contribute, or do they contribute more than they take? Using the polychoric correlation matrix of the items, I performed a factor analysis, which confirmed that the responses to these questions revealed an underlying single dimension according to the eigenvalue criterion (Kim and Mueller 1978) . Observations with missing values on these items were discarded. 3 Past rounds of the HAS only included a few of these questions (usually as binary variables rather than the four-level Likert items included in the 2012 round) that did not lead to a reliable scale. Question 6 was randomly asked as "immigrants" or as "undocumented immigrants" to a respective half of the sample (I grouped all answers as one item). I also worked with a scale of the factor analysis scores, and with a Cronbach Alpha scale that included observations with missing values in any of the scale items. I chose to present the additive scale because its values can be straightforwardly interpreted, and because the findings were consistent using any of the dependent variables. 4 Nonetheless, I also ran regression models including the total sample size, and categorical variables for the missing values of age and education (not presented here). The coefficients of these alternative regression models are consistent with the results presented in this study. 
Control Variables
Following the study by Taylor and Mateyka (2011) 
Analytic Plan
I analyze attitudes toward immigrants using random-intercept hierarchical linear regression models in which respondents are nested within census tracts. These models capture unmodeled heterogeneity at the respondent and census tracts levels with separate error terms (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002 ). I include weights at level 1 (observation-level weights), and assume equal probability sampling of census tracts at level 2 given that census tracts were not a primary sampling unit. 5 I include in the baseline model variables for age, 5 I compared the coefficients of an OLS regression with all independent variables (as in Model 4a) with the coefficients of a weighted OLS regression, and they produced different estimates. Then I ran an OLS regression with all independent variables (as in Model 4a) plus the variable weights plus the interaction terms of the independent variables and weights. An F-test indicated that weights and the interaction terms were collectively significant. Therefore, I opted to use weights in the analysis (Winship and Radbill 1994) . I also performed unconditional subclass analyses using weighted OLS regression models adjusted for census tract clustering (not presented here), which deal with the weight of subsamples (Heeringa, West, and Berlung 2010 The total analytic sample consists of 1,042 observations. It includes immigrants (like in the analysis by Haubert and Fussell [2006] ) and Hispanics because I examine whether immigrants and Hispanics have empathy with immigrants in general after relaxing the assumptions of social closure among immigrants and social closure within ethnic and racial populations. Immigrants also learn to be tolerant toward other immigrants from different ethnic backgrounds in receiving societies. In this study, differences in attitudes toward immigrants are examined not only by ethno-racial characteristics, but also by national origins.
I supplement the main analysis with a regression calculated with a subsample of U.S.-born individuals who live in Houston in order to examine the contextual effect of the percentage of foreign-born individuals in census tracts on attitudes toward immigrants (Model 4b). I also calculate another regression using a subsample of U.S.
-born individuals
The coefficients of these models that pertain to the research questions were consistent in direction and significance with the results presented in this study (with the exception of the positive effect of bachelor's degree or more on attitudes toward immigrants in Model 4a using OLS, which was positive but only marginally significant). 6 I included logged household income as another independent variable with educational attainment and occupational status in separate regression models not presented here. The effects of logged household income on the scale were statistically insignificant, and did not alter the significance or the estimates of the rest of the variables in the regression models. Therefore, I did not include this variable in the regression models presented in this analysis. Moreover, variance inflation factors of independent variables in the regression analyses presented in this study suggest that multicollinearity is not a problem.
who lived out of Houston fifteen years or less (by subtracting the years that respondents have lived in Houston from their age) in order to analyze the coefficients of educational attainment (Model 4c). 7 My premise is that this subsample informs about U.S.-born respondents who were exposed to school education in Houston assuming that those who were not born in Houston have lived in Houston since they arrived to the city. Table 1 presents the weighted percentages of the items used in the scale of attitudes toward immigrants, and the means for the analytic sample and for the subsamples. 8 Table 2 presents the regression coefficients of random-intercept hierarchical linear regression models predicting attitudes toward immigrants. The weighted percentages in Table 1 depict a balanced sentiment toward immigrants. While the percentages of the first, second and fourth items suggest a tolerant stance favoring immigrants, the percentages of the third, fifth and sixth items reveal a prevalent anti-immigrant sentiment. The positive items suggest that
RESULTS
Houstonians favorably acknowledge the presence of immigrants as a reality that already characterizes the city. Conversely, the negative items suggest that prejudice is fuelled by the perceived presence of undocumented immigrants. This balanced sentiment is reflected in the scale mean estimated with the analytic sample: 0.27. Nonetheless, the means estimated with the subsamples that do not include immigrants are negative, yet not too large in magnitude: - 7 To support my choice of individuals exposed to school education in Houston, I ran another regression model (not presented here) with an alternative subsample that also consists of individuals who likely attended school in Houston: respondents who lived out of Houston five years or less. Net of other effects (the same variables included in Model 4c), the coefficient of high school compared with less than high school was still negative and significant as the findings presented in this study (-3.28; p-value=0.025 However, these numbers are small in magnitude.
Additionally, I unexpectedly found no evidence to suggest that white-collar workers are more tolerant toward immigrants compared with non-white-collar workers in any regression model. 10 Figure 2c depicts predicted values by occupational status with box plots (Models 4a, 4b, and 4c). Overall, this figure suggests a balanced sentiment toward 9 Due to the proportion of foreign-born Latinos in Houston, I ran a regression model without Hispanics in the analytic sample (not presented here), and still found evidence of a positive association between percent foreignborn and tolerance. 10 I ran a regression model (not presented here) without other (not working, unanswered) in the analytic sample, and still found no significant differences between white-collar and non-white-collar. showcases cultural manifestations that are symbolically associated with foreign cultures is a sign of the local organization of cultural plurality (Hannerz 1990 ).
White-collar workers are not more tolerant toward immigrants than non-white-collar workers in Houston. The medians of box plots in Figure 2c are fairly close to zero, which reinforce the idea of a balanced sentiment toward immigrants across occupational categories.
While several white-collar workers are tolerant toward immigrants possibly because of their greater contact with foreign professionals, other white-collar workers are prejudiced against immigrants for several reasons. Well-educated foreign professionals could be locally "raising the bar" at work pushing U.S.-born professionals to continually improve their skills (e.g., postgraduate specializations, professional certifications, learning new languages) for competing in the labor market. Foreign professionals also could be challenging local business norms by importing updated global rules into local businesses transmitted by foreign managers (see Kamoche 2000) .
Similarly, while some blue-collar workers are prejudiced against immigrants possibly because the latter make the labor market more competitive, other blue-collar workers may be tolerant toward immigrants because they also have positive contact with foreign manual workers. This contact could have motivated local blue-collar workers to accept the inexorable presence of immigrants as normal, and even to appreciate their working skills.
Workers in lower-ranked occupations are more threatened by immigrants at the national level (Haubert and Fussell 2006; Kunovich 2013 ), but this difference may not exist in metropolitan areas with a complex and influential ethno-racial diversity. This finding may serve to reconsider views that uncritically attribute "openness to difference" to workers in higher-ranked occupations (e.g., Florida 2002) . Not only can white-collar workers be prejudiced against immigrants, but blue-collar workers also can feel tolerant toward immigrants.
The individual effect of education is not linear. Individuals who only attained high school are, on average, less tolerant toward immigrants than individuals who did not attain high school. These findings underline the importance of examining individual-level educational attainment effects on tolerance not only at the national level, but also at state and regional levels. School education is provided by state government, and state educational policies may significantly vary. Following the labor market competition logic, this significant disparity may partly exist because individuals who attained high school possibly believe that their higher educational status is not useful to compete against immigrants for lower-ranked occupations.
Another possible explanation is that school education has not competently inculcated tolerance as a value over time; thus, individuals who only attained high school do not have sufficient cultural tools to be tolerant, and do not understand the importance of tolerance in a multicultural society. The professionalization and institutionalization of school education in the U.S. evolved without being sufficiently capable of pursuing wellestablished humanistic objectives as well as acceptable curriculum goals and standards (Ravitch 1983 (Ravitch , 2010 . Possibly the average individual who only attained high school mainly learned to "be American" as a "superior being who deserves better" with respect to illegal aliens who represent a threat for U.S. interests (Menjívar and Kanstroom 2014) . Without a pedagogical instruction that fostered critical thinking and a well-developed social sciences curriculum, this individual could not develop analytic tools in school to challenge ingrained prejudicial beliefs that unfortunately are still continually reinforced by mainstream channels.
This problem is still relevant because, rather than amending their objectives and strategies at the national level, school education in the U.S. currently prioritizes high-stakes testing in basic skills of mathematics and reading without offering well-developed curricula, and disregarding the necessity of pedagogically teaching social science courses (DarlingHammond 2010; Ravitch 2010) . This problem should particularly concern Texas, where the state social studies standards inadequately address issues of race, and are adversely influenced by conservative views (Vasquez Heilig, Brown, and Brown 2012; Callahan and Muller 2013) .
CONCLUSION
Although the perception of undocumented immigrants is still negative (which may affect the overall image of local Latinos), Houstonians are getting used to their diversity.
Younger Houstonians are now more tolerant than those in the previous age cohort, who grew threatened by the increasing diversity in earlier years. Moreover, the presence of immigrants in local environments does not threaten Houstonians. On the contrary, in accordance with the conceptualization of tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism, the proportion of immigrants in neighborhoods is positively associated with tolerance toward immigrants. These favorable developments depict Houston's transformation into a multicultural society with a complex diversity that is gradually being accepted as normal.
A central theoretical contribution of this study is the conceptualization of tolerance toward immigrants as a dimension of cosmopolitanism. Regardless of its potential analytic challenges, 11 cosmopolitanism is a useful analytic tool for explaining tolerance not only as a reflection of public opinion, but as a disposition toward the acceptance of ethnic/cultural diversity in receiving societies. Using the lens of the sociology of culture, this disposition also can be explained as a cultural resource that helps individuals to behave more tolerantly (see Swidler 1986 ). This disposition links cosmopolitanism and immigrant destinations because immigrants perform and embody foreign cultures in local spaces. Receiving societies are optimal settings for becoming cosmopolitan and for performing cosmopolitanism by appreciating the local organization of cultural plurality (Hannerz 1990 ).
This appreciation is founded on tolerance toward immigrants. In contrast, individuals may develop cosmopolitan dispositions in urban areas with an insignificant proportion of immigrants, but these dispositions only refer to other dimensions of cosmopolitanism such as the local celebration of difference, diversity, and hybridity, and the recognition of the increasing interconnectedness between local and global communities (Mau et al. 2008) . In these areas, individuals do not need to become tolerant toward foreign diversity. Foreign cultures are indeed performed beyond their boundaries.
From this perspective, cosmopolitanism serves to problematize the prevalence of prejudice against immigrants in receiving societies taking into account that, as a cultural resource, tolerance toward immigrants should be officially fostered in multicultural societies.
Despite the aforementioned developments, Houstonians have not had access to a school education that had inculcated tolerance toward immigrants. In other words, school education in Houston has not adequately prepared Houstonians to live in a multicultural 11 For instance, indeterminacy (can cosmopolitanism stand for any ideal or belief?), identification (who is cosmopolitan?), and attribution (what are the determinants of the cosmopolitan disposition?). These challenges are evident when cosmopolitanism, as an analytic tool, is not adequately associated with concrete, measurable dimensions of cosmopolitanism (Kendall et al. 2009 ).
society, possibly because of its institutional and professional shortcomings, and because of the influence of conservative beliefs on its standards. Not only should school education pedagogically prepare students for mastering basic academic skills. It also should instruct students to develop civic and political analytic skills that allow them to become citizens in multicultural/multiethnic societies like Houston. Citizens should understand that tolerance toward immigrants serves, at minimum, as knowledge for succeeding in a more globally interconnected world (Weenink 2008) , and in a gradually more ethnically/racially complex United States of America (Lichter 2013) . Beyond tolerance toward immigrants, citizens of multicultural societies should be able to develop more sophisticated dispositions toward the appreciation of foreign individuals and heritages.
While cosmopolitanism is useful to frame issues of tolerance toward immigrants, it does not deal with other relevant dimensions of ethnic/racial diversity such as socioeconomic stratification by race/ethnicity, and discrimination against African-Americans and Latinos. Therefore, the depiction presented above should be interpreted with caution.
Cosmopolitanism is useful to analytically deal with the immigrant condition as another dimension of ethnicity beyond ethnic and racial issues that are commonly addressed as local problems. From this perspective, tolerance as a dimension of cosmopolitanism is a useful analytic tool for theorizing the forthcoming ethno-racial complexity that will characterize the U.S. in the future (Lichter 2013) . This complexity will require analytic approaches that deal with the multidimensionality of ethnic and racial problems, which should not be solely analyzed with parsimonious, one-dimensional conceptualizations of ethnicity.
It is necessary to underline that a major argument suggested in this analysis -that attitudes toward immigrants are particularly different in metropolitan areas with a significant ethnic/racially diverse presence of immigrants-cannot be definitely demonstrated based on the analysis of a single city. This analysis should be replicated in other metropolitan areas with a significant presence of immigrants. It is important to examine these questions in other cities not only to identify whether national-level explanations are useful for understanding local metropolitan-level attitudes, but also to identify whether local characteristics are influencing regional beliefs and dispositions in ways that cannot be adequately perceived with national-level perspectives. 
